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Fwd: Comments on Wind River Reservation Pollution Discharge Permits


			From


			Pamela Zuppo


			To


			Lozano, VelRey


			Recipients


			Lozano.VelRey@epa.gov





Dear VelRey Lozano:





Please be advised I sent the letter below to Colleen Rathbone via email and immediately received an automated message she is out of the office until October 14, 2013, with instruction to forward to you. Please include my letter into the public comments concerning the Wind River Reservation Pollution Discharge Permits.





Thank you,


Pamela Zuppo




---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Pamela Zuppo <pamela.zuppo@gmail.com>
Date: Fri, Aug 9, 2013 at 12:39 AM
Subject: Comments on Wind River Reservation Pollution Discharge Permits
To: rathbone.colleen@epa.gov








August 9, 2013





Ms. Colleen Rathbone (8P-W-WW)
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 8
1595 Wynkoop Street





Denver, CO 80202-1129 





RE: Comments on Wind River Reservation Pollution Discharge Permits





Dear Ms. Rathbone: 





I am submitting these comments on the following proposed permits and their statements of basis:  





·         Eagle Oil and Gas Company - Sheldon Dome Facility; NPDES Permit No. WY-0020338;





·         Phoenix Production Company - Sheldon Dome Field; NPDES Permit No. WY-002495;





·         Phoenix Production Company - Rolff Lake Unit; NPDES Permit No. WY-0024945;





·         WESCO Operating, Inc. - Sheldon Dome Field; NPDES Permit. No. WY-0025607; and





·         WESCO Operating, Inc. - Tensleep #1 (also known as Winkleman Dome); NPDES Permit No. WY-0025232





In summary, these proposed permits are drafted in a manner that is not compliant with U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) requirements; they are incomplete and do not address an array of effluents which will be discharged.  In addition, the permits put wildlife and livestock which drink the produced water at risk. Finally, the monitoring requirements proposed in these permits are impermissibly lax. 





For reasons detailed below, I urge that the proposed permits should be rejected.  





I. Many Toxic Chemicals Not Listed in Permit.





A number of highly toxic chemicals, both fracking fluids and maintenance fluids, are not listed in these permits even though these chemicals will be discharged to the surface of Wind River Reservation.





II. Permits Lack Limits for Discharge of Toxic Chemicals





Not only do the permits fail to disclose the chemicals in maintenance fluids and fracking fluids, they also utterly fail to set limits for the discharge of toxic chemicals found in the fluids.  The permits need to include fuller disclosures of fracking practices occurring at the facilities to better characterize discharge.  The permits also need to be far more complete by including the quantities of chemicals in fracking fluids as well as discharge limits for the many toxic chemicals that are present in fracking fluids.





III. Effects on Wildlife and Livestock Undisclosed





The EPA has imposed a zero-discharge requirement for all produced waters in the onshore subcategory of the federal regulation, except for oil and gas wells located west of the 98th meridian, which is roughly the western half of the United States.  This means that oil and gas wells can discharge produced water as long as the produced water is used in agriculture or wildlife propagation when discharged into navigable waters and the produced water discharges must not exceed an oil and grease daily maximum limitation of 35 mg/L.  





The EPA defined the term “use in agricultural or wildlife propagation” by stating "the produced water is of good enough quality to be used for wildlife or livestock watering or other agricultural uses, and the produced water is actually put to such use during periods of discharge."  While the permits have demonstrated that rancher’s livestock depends on the water for drinking and other beneficial uses, the permits do not address whether the produced water is of good enough quality for use by livestock and wild animals.





IV. Permits Lack Adequate Monitoring Standards





The permits lack adequate monitoring standards.  EPA requirements state that “limitations must control all pollutants or pollutant parameters (either conventional, nonconventional, or toxic pollutants) which the Director determines are or may be discharged at a level which will cause, have the reasonable potential to cause, or contribute to an excursion above any State water quality standard, including State narrative criteria for water quality.”  





The permits did not even attempt to account for pollutants expected to be present in the discharge even though many fracking fluids contain similar combinations of chemicals.  Also, the monitoring requirements in the permits are not strict enough to collect the necessary data on the other pollutants in the fracking discharge, both from fracking events and maintenance events, to determine other pollutants in the discharge.  





V. Permits Do Not Meet EPA Standards





After examining all of the information that the permits lack it is clear that the permits do not meet minimum EPA standards.  When permits are drafted the permit writers have a duty to include certain requirements and follow specific steps that were not completed with these permits.  The NPDES Permit Writer’s Manual dictates specific steps for characterizing the effluent and receiving water:





1.      Identify pollutants of concern in the effluent





2.      Determine whether water quality standards provide for consideration of a dilution allowance or mixing zone





3.      Select an approach to model effluent and receiving water interactions





4.      Identify effluent and receiving water critical conditions





5.      Establish an appropriate dilution allowance or mixing zone.





The permits have not identified the pollutants of concern since most do not list the maintenance or fracking chemicals used.  Because the first step was not completed, the remaining steps only reflect the information that was provided, which led to the creation of sub-standard discharge limits – resulting in a regulatory “garbage-in-garbage-out” effect.  





VI. EPA Permits Less Stringent than Wyoming Standards





These glaring weaknesses of the EPA permits stand in contrast to the fracking laws of Wyoming because the state has some of the most comprehensive fracking laws in the country.  In some important respects, Wyoming appears to have more stringent requirements than the EPA.  





First and foremost, Wyoming requires operators to provide a full list of chemicals they propose to use in fracturing.  The state also requires operators to disclose the chemical abstract service numbers for all additives used along with the concentrations of those additives.  Both of these requirements would make the Wind River Permits stronger.  





VII. Conclusion and Recommendations





In their current state, the Wind River permits should be rejected because they are incomplete, un-protective, and fail to meet important EPA permit standards.  The permits do not serve their intended purpose of protecting water quality and human and animal health.





A number of changes are needed to make these permits minimally passable:  





1.   The permits should require the disclosure of all chemical programs occurring at the facility, including well maintenance, acid stimulation, and fracking.  These disclosures should include the products and chemicals used during the stated events, how the chemicals are managed, and how they will affect the character and nature of the discharge. 





2.   The permits should mandate the testing of chemicals not listed in WQS but are listed in MSDS that could cause animal and human health risks.  The permits need to be reflective of the dangerous chemicals used in fracking. 





3.   he permits need to strengthen the monitoring requirements.  The permits should require that monitoring samples be collected after bi-monthly well maintenance and fracking events.  Monitoring requirements should be tied to chemical events happening at the facility and not whenever the facility wants to sample.  





Unless these Wind River permits can become more encompassing and achieve their intended goals as NPDES permits, they should be rejected.  The EPA has been charged with protecting both water quality and public health, but has ignored that charge with these permits.





Respectfully Submitted,





Pamela Zuppo
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Wind River Reservation and Wastewater Concerns


			From


			R. Patrick McCarthy


			To


			Lozano, VelRey


			Recipients


			Lozano.VelRey@epa.gov





Dear VelRey Lozano and Region 8 of the EPA,






I am writing to you today to express my concerns over the dumping of wastewater by oil and gas companies on the Wind River Indian Reservation in Wyoming (http://www.npr.org/2013/08/07/209832887/epa-wants-to-allow-continued-wastewater-dumping-in-wyoming).





I wish to address a.) the dumping of this or any wastewater in such a fashion and b.) the permits that allow these particular oil and gas companies to do so.








Firstly, I believe it unnecessary to dump potentially toxic or contaminated wastewater into the environment in any way shape or form and feel that such actions are unethical regardless of the wildlife or human presence involved. I strongly ask for the prohibition of wastewater dumping on the Wind River Reservation and in any areas within the jurisdiction of the 8th Region of the EPA.








Secondly, I have read the Eagle-Sheldon Dome Permit (http://www.epa.gov/region8/water/npdes/EagleSheldonDomeWY-0020338Permit.pdf) and wish to inquire about what appear to be potential breaches of contract and inefficient methods of regulation and sampling.





The permit states in section 1.3.1.3 that:





"The concentration of oil and grease shall not exceed 10 mg /L in any sample nor shall there be a visible sheen or cause a visible sheen in the receiving waters or deposits on the bottom or shoreline of the receiving waters."





Yet there appear to be exactly such visible sheens and deposits in several of the images on the NPR web page.





Furthermore, I feel that the methods and frequencies of sampling for many if not all of the toxins, chemicals, and other residues in section 1.3.2 are neither sufficient nor performed frequently enough. "Grab" and "visual" samples on a weekly basis alone would not seem to be adequate to evaluate the toxicity of the water or impact on the environment, let alone monthly or quarterly sampling. I strongly request that such considerations be taken into account when drafting similar future permits.





Finally, I wish to thank all those involved at the EPA who willingly take it upon their duty to preserve and protect the environment. I have the utmost respect for the entire agency and wish it all the very best.





Please let me know if I may be of assistance in any way.





Thank you for your time,


--R. P. McCarthy
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PROTECT WYOMING FROM WASTE WATER DUMPING !


			From


			Dawn Holladay


			To


			Rathbone, Colleen; Lozano, VelRey


			Recipients


			Rathbone.Colleen@epa.gov; Lozano.VelRey@epa.gov





Hello ,


I was shocked to read that the EPA is considering continuing to allow oil companies to dump dangerous waste water in the beautiful state of Wyoming!  This is harmful to cattle and wildlife, and people as well.







Please do not renew the following permits:





Eagle Oil and Gas Company - Sheldon Dome Facility; NPDES Permit No. WY-0020338,





Phoenix Production Company - Sheldon Dome Field; NPDES Permit No. WY-0024953





Phoenix Production Company - Rolff Lake Unit; NPDES Permit No. WY-0024945





WESCO Operating, Inc. - Sheldon Dome Field; NPDES Permit. No. WY-0025607





WESCO Operating, Inc. - Tensleep #1 (also known as Winkleman Dome); NPDES Permit No. WY-0025232












What happened to the idea of PROTECTION i the Environment Protection Agency??












Thank you,





Dawn Holladay





2521 S Hatch St





Spokane WA 99203





509-747-2678
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FW: Permit to dump wastewater on the Wind River Reservation


			From


			Bill Havert


			To


			Lozano, VelRey


			Recipients


			Lozano.VelRey@epa.gov





 





Dumping of polluted wastewater on the Wind River Reservation in Wyoming should be prohibited. Activities such as fracking should not be subsidized by allowing companies to damage the environment – natural and human – by dumping wastewater containing hazardous chemicals or public or tribal lands. 





 





Bill Havert





33488 Lansford Street





Yucaipa, CA 92399
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Please do not renew the permit for Eagle Oil Co, Phoenix Production Co and WESCO Operating, Inc.


			From


			Otto Mazzoni


			To


			Lozano, VelRey


			Recipients


			Lozano.VelRey@epa.gov





Hello,





Please do not renew the following permits: 





Eagle Oil and Gas Company - Sheldon Dome Facility; NPDES Permit No. WY-0020338, 





Phoenix Production Company - Sheldon Dome Field; NPDES Permit No. WY-0024953





Phoenix Production Company - Rolff Lake Unit; NPDES Permit No. WY-0024945





WESCO Operating, Inc. - Sheldon Dome Field; NPDES Permit. No. WY-0025607





WESCO Operating, Inc. - Tensleep #1 (also known as Winkleman Dome); NPDES Permit No. WY-0025232





Per the article on NPR yesterday (August 7, 2013), it is evident that these companies are releasing water that cannot be good for the cattle and wildlife of the area. Also, I find it far from equitable that such a permit is possible on reservation land but not in the rest of the state of Wyoming.












Sincerely,












Otto Mazzoni





New Orleans, LA
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public comment - for Eagle Oil Co, Phoenix Production Co and WESCO Operating, Inc.


			From


			Mike May


			To


			Rathbone, Colleen; Lozano, VelRey


			Recipients


			Rathbone.Colleen@epa.gov; Lozano.VelRey@epa.gov





Greetings, this for the public record.








Please do not renew the following permits:





Eagle
Oil and Gas Company - Sheldon Dome Facility; NPDES Permit
No. WY-0020338,












Phoenix
Production Company - Sheldon Dome Field; NPDES Permit No. WY-0024953












WESCO Operating, Inc. - Tensleep #1 (also known as Winkleman Dome); NPDES Permit No. WY-0025232












With all due respect, and as a 20+ year Wyoming resident, articles like this simply break my heart.  There is no way that a reasonable, caring entity – government or individual – can truly think this is a good idea, much less OK.











http://www.npr.org/2013/08/07/209832887/epa-wants-to-allow-continued-wastewater-dumping-in-wyoming














For the people of Wyoming, man, woman and child – indigenous or transplant - I implore you not to approve these permits and practices.





Thanks for your time and consideration.





Sincerely,





Mike May


Jackson, Wyo


mike.may@backbonemedia.net
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Fw: Automatic reply: do not renew the permit for Eagle Oil Co, Phoenix Production Co and WESCO Operating, Inc


			From


			sandy n


			To


			Lozano, VelRey


			Recipients


			Lozano.VelRey@epa.gov





Hello,





Please do not renew the following permits: 






Eagle Oil and Gas Company - Sheldon Dome Facility; NPDES Permit No. WY-0020338, 


Phoenix Production Company - Sheldon Dome Field; NPDES Permit No. WY-0024953


Phoenix Production Company - Rolff Lake Unit; NPDES Permit No. WY-0024945


WESCO Operating, Inc. - Sheldon Dome Field; NPDES Permit. No. WY-0025607


WESCO Operating, Inc. - Tensleep #1 (also known as Winkleman Dome); NPDES Permit No. WY-0025232





​Per the article on NPR yesterday (August 7, 2013), it is evident that these companies are releasing water that cannot be good for the cattle and wildlife of the area. Also, I find it far from equitable that such a permit is possible on reservation land but not in the rest of the state of Wyoming.


Thank you.





Sandy Nozick,


Greeley CO


----- Forwarded Message -----
From: "Rathbone, Colleen" <Rathbone.Colleen@epa.gov>
To: sandy n <sbnozick@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Thursday, August 8, 2013 3:49 PM
Subject: Automatic reply: do not renew the permit for Eagle Oil Co, Phoenix Production Co and WESCO Operating, Inc






I am out of the office on extended leave, returning October 14, 2013. I will not be checking email or voicemail. In my absence please contact VelRey Lozano,acting Wastewater Unit Chief. 


VelRey Lozano, 303-312-6129; lozano.velrey@epa.gov


 


 














